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-/P? . =/‘ ' \*This-paper%is‘concerned'with the process f culture acquisiti'p
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/‘) - + .
. e investigated
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acquisition and

: ','/ cognitive development followed by a discussion of the way prev1ous
! research has dealt with this relhtionship.(>Recent developments.in o ‘ .

linguistics and psychology, ‘as well as in anthropoiogy, it argues, motivate

' & s
. a reexamination of current assumptions concerning what constitutesla )

S, o feasible and productive approach to the study of culture acquisit;;p, and ;‘l
’ - . It Co

' ":‘ . a'new approach is advocatedu It ‘then provides some examples of ho his- T
‘ S e : S
‘55. . . approach might be applied, using as data research by Wllliams and Danzigerf '

-on'chiZZren s, use of kinship terminology, su lemented by some original

o ) resear Jpata on children s use of honor1fics. F1nally, a summary of the
(™ : \ )
| -critical issues in ﬁﬁe cultureacqu s1tlonprocess is’ prov1ded along with

specific recommendations for future research on the topic.,f .
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' I;' Culture Acquisition and Cognitive Developmé? i 1:" " cL

«F

@
entailed in the process of culture acqu1sition, any ~whatr is an apprgpriate

. way to investigate th s process7‘ Any answer to thisﬁquestion gmst begin,.

) with some gxplanation of precisely what we can’ presu tﬁis being acquired"
" - . ’ i ,{;&.u, . oo

4

“'in such a process, i e., it must begin With somevconceptualization of

§ . q’
| N culture. What can .be said about a term that has consistehtly aroused so
.-xl.\.). » / !( °
‘ mué disagreement? At'ieast twoapoints can claim consensus: first,
. v ' ‘.' o %) L . ) - o
a cultur 'fs.something that must‘beﬁiearned;‘andtsecond, whatever elge may

Ld

®

G 3

- .
P 4 .. . =~

be intended=by the'term;.culture inVOlves some orderingzof idéas about-the -

. '. ' - . . !“- (1Y - ‘ . ‘
: ’ wopld.s Consequently, any account of culture acquisition must in(lude some
- . % > 4 ' -
theory of learning (In addition, to the degree that cu ture is cénceptual-
o &

- -
2

N
L3}

ized as’ including’ideacqonal phenomena, i e., cogpff1Ve systems qf some
N . ! - KR
fsort thevacquisitfon of)cﬁlture myst %e characterized as the developmenesf

° »~

RN

of these cognitivé systems. Th1s suggests that a descr1ption of this

o . 'f"; process will require, at IGQFt\lmpliCItly, some theory of cogn1t1ve o
}; .‘: development in light.of which cqlthre acquisitlon may be v1ewed as one i ;
: 'very important qspect of an 1hd1V‘dual's overall cognitlve growthl.h i
- " : o How have previous researchers of the topic handled th1s learning’ ;/:
S v s BRI ; Ce s )

¢ ‘process7 Earlv attempts by, anthropologists to.qescribe certa1n aspects
N . Noo.e

_ of“culture acquisition known as’ sopialization were greatly insp1red

A ”," o -

-

e kby Freudian psychol gy In theleZO s and .30's for example _the "‘ﬁiture— :

and—personality"vschoof began to ekplore the effects ‘of variohs child-

L . o . \

rearing practices on group - personality and soclocultural institutions . !

- “ B + ) .6,
' e v Ce. g.,:Kardiner, l939 DuB01s, 1944 L1nton, 1945) Although the approachw(
- s was initially applied only pLp small scaleksocieties, the. ex1geqc1es of
' . . . ( \'\\l.‘ ’




Ea

‘World qu {l were such'that the1r concepts of "baS1c" and "modal" -
. b N i , . -
personalities came to - be applied w1th increasing frequency to more complex -

_ societiesq}n the form of national charagter stud1es in.the 1940's and
v & A ¢ N : :
i . ) ' ) X . y ) . .. . .
. . "50's (e. a/Mead and Méaraux, 1955 Hsu, 1953) ‘;ﬁ%”_ o

PP ';"% ':';Ié sec0nd major impetus to "this line of research was the "Yale ™
FAEE ®
3{ lear‘ing theory,"‘developed by Hull and his students, which explored the
) = - " v
N IR relationship betJeen reinforcement and béhav1or patterns, ‘how goals and

&
’

dnives can be mddified how habits can be formed Using'these notions, -
o"' ‘ ./\ -

PR

;_as ‘well as a. set of culturally modif1ed psychoanalytic hypothesis, John .

L . Whiting s group at Harvard conducted a cross- cultural suiyey of child—-

. . - ,
\ . rearing pfagtices and cultural variables in an. attemgt to find reliable\

-:': _T' - correlations between developmental enperfEnce and- adult behav1or (Wh1t1ng : b/
7: - “’ And Child 1953) Th1s same group ‘also pursued mo#@ intens1ve case
N o . . b ..,

L R studies based on their own. f1el§jork (Whitlng, 1963 Chlld and Lambert

. .
+

T el / L
'f ' L P Although an impress1Ve body at .

alhas. been amassed by these and

o / ' similar studies (data most - often in the form of srgniflcant stabIstical : \i ]

.
L. - . . . 2 . .

- . i correlatlons), and althOugh research of this natufe continues today, a.
K
growing d1ssatisfaction w1th the fruitfelness of this approach is evident o
\. .. .v-_- .
As T. illiams has commented in a recent statement on the matter) .
e ' « 7 T,
'"Despit rapidiy increasing vol me of soc1alization researdh*\cultural L
. X i ¢ > ' 4 "
and ‘social anthropologists appear to evince 11ttle intereqt in use of .
. ) . ) ! >
‘ﬂf‘d’ﬁ- . conclusions der1ved from. such stddles" (1978 143) This lack of  « 1
&£ A - e _
B ' enthusiasm, Williams belaeves, is due‘ﬁo reluctance on th@ patt of, ‘.
_o 4 . - *

9nthropologists to_work wlth;"decontextualized data," a reluctance hé -

[N
e . : . . .. : L -”
. . - . ¥ . . “ . m i ‘Q, .
< . L. . . . . - )) . 3
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. ) } . ) _ | Oy
ocedures/in cross—cultural research nd . |

'}& sees as misplaced s&nce "pr
P tigularly iﬁ soc1alizat10n stud1es, do not decontextualize data any
T A Y

. -~
N/
o
’ 1
s

'more serionsly than’ Ehe so called.'holistic method ‘of cultural and"
statistlcal claims;are only. intended ‘to be

}’" . . .
gy . ¢

M

-

L social analysis .and sinc%

taken ' as evidgnce for, rather than proof of empirical validit
X2
With this’ Williams hints at but effectively avoids confrontiné

| L. [
poic
B .

/.' o _ v
the relevant issue in current methqu~of socializatign research viz.,
’ : - N bnd \ : .. ]

. B - * i
how are we to~regard«the‘innumerable statistical correlations available

5/ : L I .
1(—-rearing techniq‘es, and aﬂllt pérsonality‘i

L - \
In an appendix.to his article Williams‘prov1des

-
~

f PR
between various chi

/
i
P .
7] ’ .
.

*
chltqral_institutions?
' ' © .
COnsider the follow1ng examples'

-
- v

ainst ofﬂﬁS such.cotrelations.
eatment dur1ng infancy leads to. chtural

spirit world is ¥arsh and aggress1ve (Spiro.

%
“'°~. o Hardh ‘pax taI t
V"WJ
and D'An rade 1958 Lamber . Tr1and1s and Wolf 1959 Whiting

y——
. N
L& -

s

\

el s
T - __'beliefs that
) N . RS . *.\ ‘a’\,4 :

- e l959a) i
Stress during 1nfancy leads to. a wide range of adult song

't;. ‘ - styles and polyphuvnyja [Tsic;7 ; lack of stress in ihfancy

: Jf}~ o ﬁeads to adult monotonic-singing (Alres 1968). . . )

" -socleties with early weaning,.earLy independence training e 3
yXraining 1 odesty tend to explain illness as’ the .
b111ty of the patient (Whitrng and Chlld l553) . (

(-
/ lar/gel»

Presumabl the c rrelations these tatements express are
y} Q\
PR

am@ earl

.L ‘

~
.

>
4
l

-

.. C o g % - :
s .this réally mean” ht says, simply, that the l}klihood of
fi 1mplies that the -

e, o 3.
posigive 50 that.they deserve,\in some sense, to be called "significant

. "‘/‘

s

' o But what doz_

thf@ fact being there dqé to chanoe iy sngizl and
fact should follow frdm’somethingielse. However,&one thing it most
cgrtainly does not ind1cate is that tK’Wrelationship between the components
icﬁf casuality "In .faAct y @ ‘ : ;
T § .

5of; the: correlatio& is necess’arily one
?
says noth1ng whatsoever about the relélionship
A

Y v " r ]

"significan; co&relatlon
v . .. 74 _ . ; ‘

Y




. - . . .
g - “\ N

) Y ) : . v . Lt

N fl betweenmits components; it<islmere1y a fact im need of interpretation.vl; .
. ‘/ ’ \ .:"_-. . .. e ) - ’ ’ .
Thus, fhé*use'of,the wordg

"leads to" in the first two examples is &

o misleading at best. 'S 'ilarly, in refer\\fe to the third exdmple, no .

4 . . oA

" ture tendency of any

"\

rt Has been demonstrared, and 1 suspect thag the.

i « A

v : words "tend to" might be more appropriately replaced with "often.” -
. \ " ‘
’ \ L Williams himself offers a suggestion for future research on
i . ] - .

C oA -

socialization based on Cbhen‘!l964), in which "reasoned inferences

’ -

,;" (derived from ' repeated~readings of entire ethnographic sources"):are .

/
LN
’e
»
-

tested_by:an.examination of ! new cases" in the -field. These inferences

l .j . . - A . . /\ . . ’ . , L . s
LA C are themselves to be-framed'in terms of suSpected correlatiqns. He is -
A4 > ¢ N -
; . L . . . ~
PO quite optimlstic about the results of such a procedure. .9 o i
.‘-« . . K‘\ a - . . . . . \

. Once the- inférences...have been placed against a variety of
"« "new cases of #He widest possible .cultural and social
_ . diversity, they will have been raised to the. conceptual ‘level |
S of the greatest clarity, which is the last main. divisien of all
‘ e ‘seientific discourse, that is, to ‘the level of a conclusjon, or . «
‘a" decision concerning the nature of an’ inference or.. inferences. ' =
, - _ ~ . v .
. . ) ¢ ) ~ X ) L B
. © But. what~nature of "conclusiOn"-can such a procedure'pbssibly yield@' If “
. . . . - . ( . ::
the inferences being\"tested" in th1s manner are themselves second—order

\\ S :; l;', sorrelatlons then ?heir conf1rmation g1ves us very llttle in the way of .
RN : o . A - : . ’

N - new.1nsights of. understanding At most, it s1mply strengthens our hunch

S ‘ th§; indeed, someth1ng 1nteresting is‘happening here. What, prec1sely,

.
d t

! ,this something is remains mysterlous. ‘ . S
., . . b < : -~
. . . 0 .
> . A This, then, is -one of the problems associated with_ the culture-and-
. . S - . »

{

persOnality school that has no doukt contr1buted to the\géneral lack of
0o K} . Py
N in{erest in socialization stud1es which Williams and others have noted

. . w . . . . »>
. o Singe the objective of the s:.dies has most often beéen the compilatlon -
.~ 3 - ~ B '
e of yet addttional "significant statistical correlations, we now find—-

- ’

. ad




.

Voo .ourselves.in the position of- having.gathered more-"facts"_than-we'kn W

LI . . d Y
- . .

o

PO . ®r no progress. - . L SR
AN " - o . o
- S . But the - culture and—personal1ty school has suffered from yet _\.@

. : uﬂhe;- morg serious problem, since both "personality and "culture' weré\':f

- - ] -

L

v uhelp but fin correlations "between personality and culture7 In an

/" . effort to break out’ of this circularity, some researchers ‘began to exper1~

_ v ment with a different measure of personality through the use of ' projective
s oD ¢ | 7

S tests" suchsas the Rqrschach inkblot plates and the: TAT (Thematic

K

v'Afpetg%ption Test) hoping that these:provided a more reliable and objec&ive
- - ' :
' ' ..index (Gladwiﬁ and Sarason, 1953 Wallace, 1952 +G. D Spindler 1955,

§'3: L. S. Spindler, 1962 Phillips, 1965) By,the late 1960 S, however, thef

s L .

"validity of such tests as cross—curtural indications of personality faced
-+

4 P Yo

:increasing challenge.l The pOSS1bility that culturally-homogeneous responses:
. ’ I *

: to these tests reflected an application of cultural categroies ‘and ‘a pattern
L - . of percegtlon (rather than some standardized personality type) had to be«{

"\u Co ~ confrontedf* SR ﬁ.' '_.3 1" i - '-"ff o . f ~
- R A : ) ° - o~ ’ . : P .
N f. . ‘Researchers continued to lose faith in the affect oxiented schema-
. . : _‘\ <. . ,,
L . as - it became increasingly apparent that such . an approach failed to

»

B ¢
T distinguish cultures adequater Breakthropghs in other fiz}ds (Chom%kgx

. 3957 Miller, Galanter and Pribram, lQﬁDQ, fortunately, accom anied
. . . .,
- ' _v‘? ' loss of descriptive power aﬁd allowed a. mo;%‘productive approach to the

problem.' As a’ result, anthr0polog1sts-beg'n to give more attention to  ~

Ve . ~cognition (knowledge, beliefs, plans_of aétion) and correSpondingly less

o . N - -

. N -, ; i .
attention to affect ‘(unconscious drives, "ego-satisfaction," etc.),

) T " .8
N . .
S : R | ' 1o -

ol *‘1{ . ' .. v,




"\_/ h ’ ) ', . : ) ! .
) -f. . This interest in cognition has coniihued to the present time where

it has provided the impetus for a number of different attempts at
- - reformulating the culture concept, all of which give*a much hore prom1nent

position to- systems of knowtedge and belief ‘than prev1ous formulations

-

(e g, Levi-Strauss, l966 Blumer l969 Wallace, l970 Gdodenough l97l

>’

Keesing, 1972; Geertz, l973) of these various contributions to a

' . &

cognition—oriented cultural anthropology, I believe tHose that carefully

distinguish the organization of cognitive systems from the organization

of actua1 behavior (in a’ ‘manner analogous to theléinguistic distinction
. - .
"competence" and performance') offer the most descriptive power.
TN . ’ ' . V ¥ o ' ’

Culture,’ according to this view,'doestnot vonsist of observabiq\behavior

. o and evenns per.se, but rather in the conceptual apparatus by which a

o

""_. _ ’ "/people\elassif s; or ers, and . interprets such phehome.na. Since this

perSpec&ive has

o - .

en gaining wide acceptance among gnthropologists, and

s . . B

. S rather d1fferent v1ew f culture, it is‘appropr1at tq examine the

.

h implicatihns of this latest formulation for subsequent research’on culture

) 'acquisitqon. In particular, severa1 questlonéﬁarise as to how culture
. ) ~ i ) TN
» T whén v1ewed as a cognitive system might be aéqulred .. For example, when

' 1f'ever) does a child's organization-of knowledge and beliefslbegin;to

nesemble that of the-adults in his society7 Does this happen sooner

¢ { .
and/pr more often in/fome domains of Culture than in others7 Do a

« .

s society-s preferences regarding child-rearing techniques advance or retard ‘

— . ,othe5child‘s'acQuisitionvof-"cultural competence," perhaps .selectively?

: ' ' : , . . l
What’ is the .connection between culture acquisition and culture change?

.N | . o ;& : . e l ! ‘ v

’

. ‘ N N . < -
b o o ~ )
S 2 . Y

In‘addition, since such an approach would pe concerned with the acquisition

~

R}



L of cognitiVe structures (as opposed to gross béhavioral responses),

‘. L .
would have to ally 1tself more explicitly thaQ’%FeV1ous research with

. some theory of cognitive development that (unlfke the Freud1an and
o Y :f . . 7
behaviorist accounts previously&used) would be willing to confront head‘

on the issue of how knowledge and belief isjorgaﬁized in human minds.

What do we have available in the way a@gcandidates for such a .I

e

theory7 In the field of linguistics,'coq‘iderable attention has ;been

1

///*’,' given to the relationship between 1anguage acquisition and cognit1ve_

development but little attempt has been made to qnlarge th” Scope of

o

7these accounts,to addressgaspecps ofeculture\other than language.. This'
:has been the case even whenlthe'proéessJof.language acquisition;is seen
las beingfhighly.dependentﬁon other,!mbrebgeneral;cqgni;ive,processes |
. (Bever, 19}6' Slobiﬁ, 1973) Nevertheless,'linguistic_foimulationi of : 15
' language acquisition appear to have stimulated a 51gn1f1cant shlft in the

. ‘. , ¢
v ’

;.4' - i 1T way at least some anthropologlsts conceptuallze the process of culture
S -
i aequisltion, as5evidenced by the following Temarks (each of wh1ch appeared

. :"‘as mere as1desﬂ in the context of wofks dealiqg with other topics):
..,acqu131tion is a matter, not of" learning as such, but of
- const\ucting some set of theories about the world (com etence) (:
-, ,given’ an innate mechani'sm and a small\finlte input of ‘data :- s
s T o'ﬂWOailab;e to &t. Thus, as situatlons change from one genération
e to "another--that the range of" observed behaviors from which a

S~

) \/§f'o leirner extrapolates a theory differs somewhat for each learner——
o + » gotdata imputs to the innate-device change, and competence
AT changes as well..;(Durrenbérger, 1971: 27 28)
<:n ' ...the human infant must be a theory builder of remarkable

r': B o ' capacity From a limited and impérfect sample of the possible
: events in a cultural universe, he or she must create a theory’
of the rules, programs, . and logic of which this sample was an

\v//' _expression.” The child must ‘conti ually test and refine elements °,
. ' in this theory.  For what ocial life requires is not an :
enactment of 'canned’ seqjgnces one has learned and stored. '
: v ) . ',. N .?;“
) FE . ~ N
4 ’ ' ‘\." . - «
x




. ' ] - ‘ ‘ ) ' 8
Rather, one must produce sequences one has:never observed, "
but which are implied by one's theory. The situations of: social

life are e&ér-changing and often unique...they call fgr other - b |
.- . behvaiorgl .responses ‘that are neW\Fo one's experience but
» v culturalfy 'grammatical,' (Kessing, 1976:" 2).

What is wanted ds replacement of a behaviorist paradigm of
learning-as-conditioning with a Chomskian-cognitivist one; in
which, from a fairly small input of affect, action, and precept
. -. observed, 'the human organism actively, even if unselfconsciously,
*~ constructs a conceptual representation of the world and of
itself, (Lehman, 1972:‘ 376) .
. pu .

These examples, brief as they are,'give some indicationipf»the
s ;  truly radical-turn'tﬁat‘anthropological thinking on this matter has
_ taken (at-least among cognifi&ists). The,iegacy from Chomskian linguistics'

is clearly résponsible for much of the current rethinking of the culture
acquiéition process, even though the Specificity of the linguistié-

account qf.language acquistion makes it use.as a model for cultufe
‘acquisition untenable. v ") - o SRR
ot ' Within the. field of developmental péychology,.there_is;fnqther; <f’,»

ﬁerhaps more promising candidate for a theory of cognitdve degelbpment in

i- - tetms of which culture acquisitien might profitably be described. This is
. s . T e : @ N . B
the work of Jean Piaget and his collaborators. Since the 1950's, Piagetfs

work has enjoyed'renewed intetest in the United States where it has been

E

v abie to provide a'viaﬁle alternative to thé.dbminant'trend in American
4 . ! X . . .
N .;hild.psychqlogy, vié.,,th%'"stimulus—response," behaviorIst traditioﬁ.
Sig;i}igantiy, of all the theorie;'of child deveiopmgnt, Piaggt's‘is |
. . * "
- the one most securely founde;'upon the study of the child (iﬁ contrast «
_ . o ‘ . T

especially to Freud, Hull, and Skinner, who hérdly studied children at ,

/> " . all). His methodslof gbserving,and intérviewihg children are remarkably
‘similar to those.practiced by anthropologists. . Most”important, Piaget's 'k/.




9 .
s -

claims about the”nature

;of those‘that havgybeen'independently advanced by anthropologists..'In.

. . . o RS

_particular, as a theory'of the Tsﬁrnctdralist—organismic genre (Flayell -

1977); Piagetﬁs account oncognitive development makes claims abopt‘both .,;l
. the nature of cognitionyand theiway'that.cognition'relates to.its.environ—’.' |
"ment. According to his viewd hnman cognition is specific form of-. |
.biological adaptation of a complex organism to a complex environment. He

.

S ) E posits the existence of cogn1tive structures. ("schemas") within the mind

. ‘that ‘are organized‘so as'to form a eomplex, ~dynamic system. This system
. S - ' s
can ‘be modified as a result of interactjon'with its.envionment

- ("accommodation') but it also serves to limit the'maygan'individualjwill

. . . . . . om . e P -

" be able to interpret events within his enyironment'(Passimilation"), thus ¥
: iQ . o o . : o
i -t S .iallowing'for systematic»change due to'experience nithouthhaving to- . "”“
: . o N : ‘ . e .
sacrifice.all sense oOf contihuity; : ) B
o : ln*contrast to behaVioristjmodels, then, the developing.individnal
is porttrayed as an act1ve, internally mot1vated organism who participates
- . | In_his own development rather than as an essentiallx passive oreature ;
S o S g : r .

;ho\is'molded by an imposing'environment.‘ Interaction between the organism

~ . o I . . ek
and his environment 'is stressed, the mind building an internal representation
) .l . ) -" . .

of reality by interpreting, transforming, and reorganizing environmental

v . . PO

stimuli Such a depiction is congruent with many 1mportant claims of s

.,

. . - ’;,.-_._'f
contemporary anthropologistS' it complement§ both the congitrvists e et .
R . i ' . e " ', .....
assertions of underlying cognitlve processes and the interactionlsts -§7j'
contentions regarding the social construction of rea11ty e B

* - . L
b ’ . v “ -
.

Two additional-aspects of Piaget's theory are of-SpeciaL iﬁterest_§~;_,_
. . . .‘o. - ) ‘. Lo

to those anthropologists who are concerned with the process of culture

. S . . L -

0

o ' o - L 1.23 ' ” S S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~
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shaen acQuisifion. First,_Piagét cla1ms that the mental\structureg and
R ‘ e operation57characteniatic of children s thought are qual/tatiVely o
y 1"" K different from those found 4n adult thinking. ‘$hat‘is,'rather‘than

LI ‘_ -\“}.‘ .. . . .
. -suggesting“that chiidren simply ,understand less about‘a given-conoept

L ) -~
or process, he claims that they understand it differently. ‘A second
I and related point is that the transition from children s thinking to.-
o '.adult thought is believed to be a gradual process characterized by a

/
-

. 4 Series-of relatively stable .crystallizations of perspective thatg
occur in’ particular sequences commonly rdEs;red to. as stages.“A These

" last two claims:suggest that children would -come’ to an understanding of

h'

their culture in some predictable sequence of - stages' they challenge the
» 'anthropologist working in this. domain‘to reveal the content and nature
of that cultural sequence as well .as the kind of experiences that are s

:»responsiblé for the transition from one level of understanding to another.

: ,xyy‘ihtegrating the insights of transformational linguists and
developmental psychologists with the rgcent theoretical contributions of
z,, S - : |
~ X . ‘

'the so—called "cognitive anthropologists,' a coherent picture of the

process of culture acquisition begins to emerge. Cultural knowledge is
. —
perceived as. some -subset of one' s total cognition and therefore subJectﬂi

A5

- to the same constrains as any other type of "human cognit1ve phenomenon.-

. 0y

This means, among other things, that it is constructed by the individual

: through interaction with the environment and constitutes an internal
o

reprdﬂbntation of that environmentﬂ Its development is characterized by
' thq‘%ecursive modification ‘and subsequent stabilizatbaﬁ-of integrated

~; cognitive systems,leach of which provides the ind1vidual w1th a s11ghtly

’ “6ifferent and'increasingly complex ' theory about thejnature of the world
| v I 0 . - EEVE .
- | S L . L .
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Se C1a add1tion, one suspects that thenmore conlex such theories become, the

ST .'; more they will resist revision (an "inértia hypothesis") The internal
1Y A P

¥
representations guide (but do not predetermine) an ind’yidual s, b%havior

[
e

by ordering, interpreting, and assigning meaning to his perceptions of
éhe environment. - L ' _ : SR
In" other words, I am suggesting that children use their every day

experiences as, literally, "food for thought", the information they obtain

by interactimg with people and things in their environment serve as input :

to a theory they construct about the nature of reality. This theory, in
'.v'turn, serves as a sort of "working hgpothesis" for future interact1ons,

'i'it helps them anticipate what people mignihdo next, for example, and
l.f: provides them witha framework on which they can "hung orlorganize
Ay - . < " : R
’. - - ©
additlonal‘bits of 1nformation that come their- way. Informabion~for whichx

‘no appropriaxe structure is currently available will either be. forgotten
& _

. or understood" in terms of some other, inapproprifte sfructure (P1aget s
"assimilation ). When this happens, adults ;n the community will perhaps:

<

ﬂ" T assert that the child "does"® not-understand" or has "misbehaved " of

+ ) . 4 °

course, if one encounters an y trhly novel experiences that .one' s current
) . . ~ -

, theory of the world simply cannot handle, one will have to reorganize one's

- v
.

ideas and modi£y or revise the structure of one'R\cognitive system so, that

the new experience can be understood (Piaget 8 accomodation Y. If, for ‘
. R . .
e o some reason,'this is impossib&e, that experience will be denied or over-

. 0

‘looked. Culture acquisition, then, is seen*as a life-long process of
creative adaptation te one stsocial and physical environment that is

‘ o L Gpunctuated by periods of.more or less "cld%ity of vis1on ——a situation
PR brought about by theJrelative degree of "fit" (cong:uenc:) between one's

N\ -

. ~current theory of reality and the 1nformation currently available about

that reality." L o ’ '
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II. The Application of Thiszpproach to Cultural Data.‘ .
s : » ° ! . ( ‘ N

5 R - What are\the methodological consequences of conceptualizing the‘
!

process of culture acquisition in the manner just descr1bed° "For one

- thing, it means that the end result of-one's'research'will takg the form

' I ) e ) y 7 ‘". ! i *
' : of a description of mental states rather than a deScription of behavior,

i.e., a description of "competence' rather thah "performance."’VQne

. .
s

'advantage of this is that the former is, of necessity, more. systematically

organized than the latter. As Durrenberger has-stated' S BN
ﬂ . : - : N Fa
“'One further reason to‘deal with competence rather than .
_ - performance is, as Chomsky argues (Chomsky, 1957), ‘that it -
T _ is possible to dgscribe competence but not behayior in-a - -
. consistent and enlightening manner. This is_not to say that
R competence is somehow remote from behavior, that it is alien
’ , s to it.. ‘Indeed, it .is”just the power of a description of
" 7' competence to capture generalizations about behavior which
cannot othérwise be unified that motivates such an approach.T
Without some account of competence, for instance, there can-
be no aceount of mistakes since they. are interpreted as such.

= L
'f\\‘\f\fﬁ " . .by reference to competence, (op. cit.: 26). = - . _ T,
| I wpuld like to pursue Durrenberger s last statement somewhat by..
. -
examlnlqg two stud1es, one by Brett Williams (1972) and one by Kﬁ Dan21ggr
. (1957), that are concerned with the process whereby an’ individual learns

to use the kinship terminology of h1s soc1ety appropriately These two

studies are particularly ﬁgbful for my purposes since each contains a . o
[ I .
generous amount of first—hand data in the form of literal transcriptions

L : of.actual-conversations with children. . I will discuss each in turn, ' -
. N . . .

‘indicating,whenever appropriate those aSpects of their data:that might
. >

o ‘be. further elucidated by reference to the possible theories of this _

-~

X [ dOmain that children might construct. B <

’

1

In "Children s Kin," Willlams attempts to analyze a body of data

she has collected in terms of the theory of kinship proposed by Lehmag

.+ ) . . >\ oL . ' _ .. ' [ S




Lok

‘set of all passible genealogical'claims (a claim being anything of the >
) : . . : . s

. logical manipulations or Pintegratlons" that are crucial

('v. ’ “. ) “ 'L '.f\"l . .;.. - - : ‘. ‘ ; “ 13

¢

land,Witz . Only the most}fundamental argumentssof this theory will be

<

-necessary to the d1scussion of this paper. These come in thvdform of a ™.

'model with three leveIS" (ly" "Gl for genealogical claims'"—this is the

-

form "x's father is'y" or "y's"mother'sksister is.i“),'(Z)-"PGS“ for

, . o . . .
"primary geneaﬁbgical space"——this is the result of a series'of mathe-

_matical operatio;s that transform simple claim strings in . G into positions

I

_n a relational space The structure of this’ space (imposed\7%;the ng,,
rules) is said to delimit the patterns of thought which connect pos1tions

in it, (3) "K" for "kinship terms" (labelled categories)——this is “the

'level'that varies from culture to culturg, the.level where the infinite
. . .

set .of . PGS pos1tions are "lumped: into a. finite number of - jural k1n

;Y A
L)

cat gories onto whlch lex1cal’"kin terms are mapped (Gatewood, 1972).

.t “is available to the ch11d then, is data solely from the

-

level of K. By providing examples from her interviews, Wllllams is able

..

to demonstrate that children do indeed treat thls 1nformation from K as
‘evidence for some kind of underlying system of rules and, eventually, are
able to conceptualize this sy;&am as be1ng PGSA According to William$,
this transition from 11m1ted.ability ‘in K to mastery’ of PGS is the -

result of the child's gradually 1ncreas1ng abllity to perform certain

® L

4 - a 5-. : [N

“PGS._ The argument 1is that, since the underly1ng rules of . ipship terms.

) . >’ -~

'l'%re "purely formal“——in the sense that they are based on formal rather

than behav1oral’f23tufe specifications-—the child's incrhasing ability

— ‘- ‘

to use the terms appropr1ately is a direct reflection of his 1ncreas1ng
S

‘ ability to maneuver in formal systems. :Thus, when Wllliams exp1a1ns

".("' ' o o . ’ 1y

P i . IQF -
. , S .
D T o : &

- =2t

e



. \‘, PR .' . \ . . "o \.J ) . ! ~ . -. - ll{“.ri . —
>.‘Jugf\ .g-- children S~errors in the use of comprehension of kfn\ékrms as, for~exam$ié§ {f
. f | )"their inabilit«y to compute filial 1inks through time" (p. 24); ‘he Qs

. )
A i

1 3 b ....o

i

eoffexing an explanation that cortelates children s cultural competence

- . ~o - NE 3 ¢ ;o )
with their overall cognitive development. kIﬁ'ﬂoing so, emphasis is placed Coce
: C si v . e
3_‘.j° 'oﬁ thought processes, an appropriate concern for an analysisé&uch ‘as this..
e R ¥
: ,! ,
4 .' I HovfeVer, the analysis might proceed ev’ furthér if the content ‘of th\e , S
A C AN '.u { . .

a
. -, A .

'39 S children ) ;hought was given similar consideration i e., if attention was .

given not only to how the children were thinking 235 to what they were

- ) -. :° | . ' . \ A | | .v '{1

s thy ing as well . ) o /‘ e ‘
| Consider, for example, the following exchanges with Wdlliams . B
, S ; “ . . .
\-\M-"informant "Cathy,' age 4 . a ) . ‘
B: He's your grandpa... o SR Co T
C: Yeah.' - - C . o o Lt - :
. B: 1Is he.anybody'sldaddy? _ . . . . o
: - C: Yeah, he's my grandma's daddy.... - o e A
B: Does your ‘Mommy have a Daddy? ' N J T
C:  Yes he's at class. N . ) ¢ . Ee
B:- Your daddy's at his class.,; o o, o , e
Gmi et —Wi111ams consideﬁs these responses to be an indication either bf'logical

& . » 4

' error or of an amhiguity concern1ng what it mepns.‘p have" a«certain
. S .. . .
S relative.. ThlS latter explanation, I believe, is more tg_the p01nt but,

« > . Y .

L)

1is not taken far enough. It i auite possible that Cathy has formulated i

some‘hypothesis a5 to the meaning:of the kin term“;daddy“ tha%\makes it

N ., 3 - L

-roughly-equivalent to "male head.of hOusehold”' this is certainly a»

L. - reaSonable hypothesis in any case, and could easily account for much data

K . "‘before it would have to.be rejected. Notice, too, that such a hypothesis,
o even thqugh "1ncorrect," allows logical manipulataons that are as.

Y . A »

e sophisticated -as any that can- be applied to th correct one. (It ‘would

e ) |
o : allow Cathy to. see, for example, that her daddy is not’ everyone s{paddy, or

= . : : ' -

that a daddy can also-be an uncle——although not to the same, person, etc.)
. ' . 4 ) ’ . .




" § . U . S
- >, -:,\\. . . o *r . .‘_ K
.8, . . . "
1y [ T \. . . ' : T ~ \ .'.
. : e R » b s a . ‘_y.“ )
. e - ; . .
' : 15
S o ( 15
g S \ VS

- . N
AL A . s L.

L - Joi e Y | X AT
’ ;» Another exampledi lves Heather (age-6) and her use oﬁ'therterm-.\)
. o St o ' » 4T [ ’ Y

2l r"children o 7--"1 . ;" L I N ". "\\’ N
- 1' . .:7’.’ B' ’How did they get to be your grandpa and grandma%, - T e ;
B . ;_ . _ They were little kids, then they grew up to be’ MOmmles and Daddies
‘ -.»a%' ' -*_' Iike my/Mommy and Daddy and then-they™ re.. Graedmas and Crandpas. L
_jh‘~" : B: \Did they haye any children’..., - AR - Coo T
s 1__/”3*—— 0-.-..1‘v ! SR . Lo

=) -’ o i “ N .-'\"
When your mother s a grandma -who will be he:kgrandchildren7i : 'lf':h?

' B:. .
A H: Us. . .. - g/ o g . .
to f- : ~'B:-¥UU9 \K‘,'. I’ ; RN '7'-7 . oo, e B
o "~ B: Yeah, -t o B O

. .. .. Bi L thpmght you ywere' her‘hhif%ren. vy e N )

— T ‘iuf',. H:'vﬂh, grandchil en. will be our grandchildren...our children. ‘ .
S - L
Williams explains the change in attitude exh1b1ted in the last line by\\ o

A . "

ting that Heather (and her sister Jenny, not showq‘here), o ..
5 when confronted w1th their own contradictions, begin to figure I e
6 *.eﬂsomething out. Although Heather. at first claims that her’ o
L .vmother S. grandchildren will be her and Jenny, she 'realizes: when
':@rodded that Ehat relationship cannot change and she formulates
e a'new and correct string. . . - . :

o R :-.‘h ' There s another explanation, however,,and that is that Heather

n
C . ) . -

_does not'use the word "children .as a. kin term, and perhaps does not g

T . . e RS oo : .t
: . nrecogniZe it as such until the"distinction is made by W1lhiams betwéen LR
Y !

."children " and "gR‘ndchildren" in- the next to last line of the exchange.'

o

Ay,

- o’

Pr:Lor to that, Heather coul@ Just as basily have l{een using the Word to -. p

mean‘"non—adult who lives in the house of " whexeas Wllliams was us1ng 1t

. & 4 -
. . 0 / o )
as~the“kin term meaning 'son or daughter of." ThlS becomes ewen more J
ke "b'plausible in a later part of the same conversation. _ - .
4 S . T ey T T
- . o N ;.A_B; Does your grandma ‘have any other children9 - '
.o ’ - -~ H: . Just grandchildren, that's us, and she has six grandchildren.
. --B: - .How about her children? Does she have, a son7 L , - P
. % H:. Ne--just six grandchildren. : v
! B:_‘But you said that she was*your aunt's mother.._ '
" H: - She is. - Because when my aunt was her’ children when she wps marired
- | . P . a .
— ... .'.L - . \ -
. . ~
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. AJmistakes are mot due to logj!al er;ors as such but ;?Fher to a simpleu',

' .- ._‘ P U_ N ’ ,‘.‘ ) ’ :\f'.\ ) ﬂ.'. - 16 . LA

.Williamé' explanatlon is still conceivable, of course, but th\\point is,'
R R . -
- ¥ - . *
plausible~¥ay, the possibility rema1ns that he has simpiy nDt yet"
- \ ‘

s as 101’}3 as a child's errors can be accounted for in somlother equally :

o vreceived sufffcient 1nput to tip ﬂhe balance of evidence in favor of\fhe
’ \

‘

+

] N \ !1

/ - - ..
o~ o«

lack of crucial infqrmation. T r

‘ ’

, - all likelihood the child S mistakes in the use of k1nsh;p terms are due N

-

o b RN

. to differences in both the processes and the contentvof bis thought fpom
‘thosevof adults in his'cbmmunity; 1 have called attention-to the 1atter
) : R N

simply bécause it is the most often neglected and also because in the .

domain of kinship, it 'is particélarly well—motivabed The fact ﬁhat

‘ ]
kinsh1p ﬁystems ‘are organized ‘on the bas1$ of whoLly formal cri er1a

.
Y 5

(i. e., genealogical information)makes them unusual Few doma1ns of- human )

experience exhibit this' property (some in cht, would argue that k1nsh1p
‘?

is unique in this regard) and there is no reasom to suppose that this- }

property would be among a child s "first guesses regard1ng the.natu;emm .

N S
e of the system s underlying rules. Thii especially would §be the gase 1f i &

*the child had been exposed to.some other’ démain of h1s culture bnd had _

. constructed'a successful theory of that domain without attribut1ng.to it
p —_—

¢ P -

«oF a 5 R

o build a theory\oi the . "

an empirical bas%’s -that was\ purely, formal. }1 this case (and% per'haps,
‘at any rate), we could expect him to attemp t

- kinship system‘by.relying'primarily'on certainQbehav1oral specificatlpns

- .

that appeared to him to be part1cular1y salient. If imaginatively

. ‘ - . » . .
correct theory over thg oqe he is currenéﬂy us1ng. If so, the child‘ e ,\\&
’ (g

"/ Notice that these two explanations are{pot.mufually ex lusive.‘ Inm, |

\ SR

»
"D

L
d; constructed, a théory based on suéh specificatlons could gasily provF ;—ﬁﬁi‘
. A : . )
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. s adequate f T. a’ 1atge afmber ‘of"cases. . JIn fad% a considerable amoﬁnt of _ o
: o A -

<
. « *

-

dﬁta rof yaryuing kindai)uld have to be availaél\e to the child before he

R AR . ) ‘
S : would'be forced to conclude that the‘relevant 1nformation consisted solely
R | . ~ ™ /-' . .
Ly of circuﬁ%tances sﬁrrounding birth and marriage. "TeT is perhaps even likely
. N ' ¢ .

. h that such a conclusiqqgwould be’ the 1as{ one he would come to, simply '

[ W

.

:.clarifying the child s response (esg“{“fﬂow do you

.o ) R . . Y Y.l ‘e

)
S

o

o te 8 / &/ : . )
' because it is the 1east obvious. S ,79 -~ e
5 _ _ Similar comment co‘id esmade about’Danziger s study, "The Child s
k_;_f; o ) ’
S/ ihnderstanding of Kinship Term \\a)Study-in the-DeveIOpment of Relational
. e Loncepts. The basic assumptioné of this study are found in the opening '
. . o+ .. ’ . . i R . ) . )
. paragraph .o ° ' o e = '
' R It,is we11 known that young children do not use kinship L
T . .
T, te%ms c¢orrectly. A correct use of these terms imp11es that ——
g\ . Y the child is able to handle relational judgments. But- this -
. ability does not appear until intellectual development has
- progressed a cpgsiderable way. The study of the dev lTopment -
. R in the understandigg of kinship .terms can therefore form a DN
_fuseful approach to the problems associated with the tranS1tion
- from non—relationa] to relational th1nk1ng__ .1
" ' @ . T : e e i
. Although Danziger is undoubtedly right to assdme that the rcorrect use of
) ~'kinsh1p terms reveals much about the child s level of cognitive develop-
. \ . .
¥ _ment’, the interpretation of incorrect usage is~étill ambiguous, it rema1ns
. ¥ - .
T an'empirical‘issqe'whether to attribute this to a 1ac of capac1ty or a
. : IS ’ K . - . S . . y Y
¢ lack‘of'critical‘input Again, an example from the study will help to ,
. ._clari t dangef | : =
o \{ M Q, T .o .
- Ti an attempt to obta!h _definitions ofkinterms From his informants,
) « - 9 N
\’~ ) . - i p - .
. " ~.Danziger -used the e1iciting frame, What is a. m -(f1111ng in the
:’. ; ,.M - .' Ny L : . _— - = -
T - blank with ‘terms like "brother,"."cousindf etc.).. This opening query was '
. ‘;X » . l
s follpded by others where appropriate,’shat were intended to- aid in
<;— know7" or’ "What makes



. e T s
SR 4 . - .' Vs ~ - I '-‘ 18 -
\ . ! . - . i ‘—/ e " ' ’ o '
S you,say-x is a brother " Even with these additional questions, however,’
_d , 1 d~o ngt think Danzier is Justified in’ conc,ludi.ng *mhat t/he answers. he so ”

- ~obﬁhined gonstitute actual functioning,gegpﬂit

3

/
»

-

v

. indicates

equally possible that the -child has simply 1nterpreted the word ' " in

’

i é‘qﬁor the childrgn.. i

K
-

S That is,” the fact that p child responds ‘to th h&® qu estion#,"What is a

,-

brother’"; with ‘the ansger, "a. boy" does not appear to Gb sufficient cause

to label that response caézgorical,f as Danziger does, and claim that it

* i .

a certain stage in the child s cogniti e development. JIt is

’ .

the interviewer 8 question to mean "is a member of the set. that 1nc1udes,

) rather than "is‘the defining characteristic of."

- ©
¢

. Both Danziger and Williams have tried to account for children s

‘use and, in particular,-their m;shse,' of’ kin terms by making hypotheses

about the

children s reasoning prdbesses. This, I believe, is a productive

5 approach_to take, In ‘doing this, howeVer _consideration should be given

2

to both process and content. Concern for the-latter:inevitably leads to

' o

¢
N

an interest in the process of language acquisition since it'require one

to arrive
‘1",

‘\he .says.

- N

. ~

at - some hypothesis about what a child means when he says what

The acqu1sition of competence in the. use of kinship term1nology

o

#\hatticularly troublesome in this regard_since, in many\societies, such

L |

t:erms are

&

often us?ff:o express'not only kinship relations but also a °
: . . . , _

" host of otherlsocial relationships. These frequently, but not always,

' / Py Here, the

3ff and thus,

o Ll
-;isAéhtails a

q; beasba metaphoric relationship to their—usage in the kinship doma1n as 1n,

.‘{ﬁ; for exampie, the widespread use of kin terms- in a'system of honorifics.

meaning,of a term depends on the conteXt in which it is“used,

competence -in the use of/kinship.terminology~of necessity"

recognition*of various social contexts. .

-
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The previously mentionpd exampIe from Williams study involvéL
: ,M'- N

: illustrates the sort of systematic

‘ ~

- l.‘_V" .'.ambiguity w#fh'which I aﬁ%goncerned - In English there is no specific )

‘;{‘ . kin term that means‘"sdn or daughter irrespective of sex" (1 e., the

t ., -'\4»-

'equivalent of sibling 'ﬁor first geneEation desoendents); the‘notion is

. 1]
2

o : . most commonly expressed by using the word’ ;\hlld" ’"children. However,
) these words in English.are also used to refer to -nonradults,l'regardless'

) A : "

A : ' .'of kin Yelationship. As’ a result, pr%per use of the termhinvolves under—

+

standing which meaning is appropriate in any given circumstance. As' 1

;argued-earlier I-believe Heather's "errors" in using the term were
motivated by a faylure to appropriately identify the’ context in which the

&

-

'y 5
term was being used That is, she persisted in using "children" to mean-
. . - non—adult" until forced by Williams to redefine the qbntext.'

- ' .' The relationship of this sort of duaL use dflkinship terms to the

d <

process of language~acquisition_becomes even_more apparent_when such terms

are used in a system of'honorific titles or°terms ofiaddress. While engaged

~. .

in exploratory fieldwork in northern Thailand 1 had the opportun1ty to
. B begin preliminafy research on~this topic_in a small Shan v1llage of
f_“ approximatelytl60 people ' Here,‘a combination of k1n terms ‘and a few - l\/ i
;wfi}?*f ' 3:ﬁther expressions are used .as a prefix to proper names in- order to denote A l
. status relationships-among individuals, both.as-terms of address and as‘
terms.of referencea. The most;general relationship'expressed in‘this mannertl
v 3b7_ . is that of ‘a younger person to an older one,.a relationship characterized
by respectvand‘deference, Kin terms indicative of ascendenb génerations
_(ﬁmother?"."uncle,"'eté.j are used;by the.speaker to expressvthf?high ::' -

status of the individual addressed or referred.to:relative to .the speaker

. N
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SR himself, and. vice versa._ Typiga}ly, though ot invariably, iﬁfuhonorifics .
N used by any two individua!s in reference to each other w(ll closely )

¥ [ » N . E ¢ .

: correspond to their respective_generations a‘yway, i. e., a person will
. k \ .
refer to most adults in. his parents generation as "aunt" and ' uncle, é

) .ﬂ | . . : .

most of~ those in his grandparents generation as i‘grandmother" and "grand-

'father,' and so oﬂ This A% not to suggest that the honorifics employed

3
]

by” any two individuals are wholly predictable given their relative ages.

The use of combinations_of kin terms-with'other expressions (e.g., paw /,_

long, or "respected elderx male™) provides at least the potential_for:
! ) Lo l: ‘ .. . < :
subtle distinctions, as does the fact that there offén exists'more than‘

! a

one term with the "same" meaning - (€.8., pud and paw thau can. both be

£l

>
v

:glossed as'"grandfather'). In addﬁtion two kin terms are sometimes used

//ffh 'l-‘ .\lin-combination»(e g., p__.___g "father—uncle") Thus, it is a system of E

| | . some complexity that allows the speaker ‘a certain degree of latitude in
thelchoice.of an honorific;'for any given individual there will always

.vq .

. "be at least two or three appropriate térms from which to choose. PR
. , R ST . ‘ ?

i

In order to make'an initial assessment of the.children's competence

' - : ’ ' ' i ' . S ’
in this system, I elicited samples of their use of honorifjcs for people
whomjthey knew by ‘asking 16 children {9 boys and-7 girls) of various
~_ages to identify people in a set of photographs that had been taken in

.their village. Of the 32 people who appeared in the photos, 17 were .male }_

-

[

['and 15 were female, most were. adults, but a few were children or teenagers.
The instructions'for eachachild were'the same. I told_them that'l was
having.trouble remembering the names of.all the people.in the:village and

' lthen asked for their help din identifying the photographs. Fortunately,

this proved to be a task of considerable interest to the children sO...

N - s
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" that volunteers were not hard to, come by (The photographs, in fact, - *~

retained éﬁeir'attractiveness long after this particular-project'had

' ended ) As»the children identified the various indiv1duals, the ¢

\honorific they used fox each one was recorded
Using this method, it was,possible to identify a "core" group )

. of .about 12 different terms mogt frequently used by these children.
4 } . : s . .

'Some of'these are "redundantV (in.the sense that they can be use: inter-
A ’ . : CoE

changeably for the same person) Although most of these honorifics S

gserved to distinguish people according to generation and sex, a few are

‘'
5

’:p o based'on.behavioral specifications such as p'u which appears to be used

<

* only in conjunction'with the titles of certain offices’(e.g., puu kan,

"headman," or p thien, "tambon head"), and ang, which is restricted to.

' (
. meng who, at some point’ in their lives, have spent time as a novice in a
- _ Y :

'

R ' -.Buddhist‘monastery. This core group of ‘terms was being used in an ..

appropfiate fashion'by all of-the'children in - the sample, including some.

&g : nwho were only 4. or 5 years old ind1cat1ng an ability on. their part to
t) ’ ’ . . "
K g make -most of the. significant d‘nctions between "types of people at a
- . remarkably _young age. "In fact, I tmwied and failednto f1nd a child who

upable to make these distinctions, such children apparently belong1ng

o0 - B to that group that \was too young“to be able to talk to me. .

v

~ The possibility remained, hoéever, that the younger'children had

not really acquired competence in a system of honorifics but had, instead

el

'.h.simply learned the honorifics as part~of a person s name. If so, the
child would be using the appropriate term. for a givéh pexrson not because

he recOgnized that individual as being\a member of a particular social

Tl
category, but rﬁther because he considered the appropriate honorif}c to .3;-

? e » : . S,
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L ’:f ’ be part of. the person s name, Td 1nvestigate this poSs1bility, I - ‘4\1
‘;fI{;:.';i . repe&ted the.photo identification task With. half of the children in the
O e
.7’5 nd s

*,1j A origina&/sample\$4~boys and 4 girls), aged & .to ll " In each-case, their
T R ' choice of honorificb for q@‘least one of the photographed individuals

. g
: v ~was different from the choice they;had made;previously, indicating that

RS con they 'did indeed distinguish between the honorific and the name itself A
; . »_", : } ‘a X . o P

.';di‘.'i . Thus, we must include that these children have’ by "the -time they have‘

. P
oA “

oo ":-f learned to speak;lalteady made.significant advances toward cultural : R

. . . ' .
. . LA ’

'competence: they have learned to distihguish'several impGrtant.categories
. :‘ T . - . ) ‘ ’ . g [N L .

+ . + - of social identities and have acquired a modest repetoire of-.honorifics
B __.:.wﬁich they‘can appropriately usebto.express their recognitionpof these.

D < . . (I
4 ' .

v_categories. Whether'they have, in'addition,'learned‘to distinguish between _:

the meaning kin terms Have when used~ag honorifics andlthe meaning they
Y . L.t - - 3 . . A
‘ R “have -.w,he‘used ‘to express genea‘logical relationships is still uncléar. :

»
o L. L

-'on more than*one.occasion a child 1dentified an individual as 'mother

Lb . 1
¥,

pf1x " "y's sonﬂ" etc. ﬂoweveﬂ _since it is p0351ble ‘that these usages

.. .
R

represent teknonymy and noth a capacity for genealogical reckoning,the
. )
. extent of the children s competence in the . use of k1n terms remains -

o ¥ -.-A(.N./fﬁa.ﬁﬁigu'o.us~ S o .‘ o o .
P R | . oo : , .-_. ‘ . . . . . A / | .
(,' Ny SR What'significance do these findings have by way of comparison

’
/
~ . A Q

"with the research discussed earlier by Williams and Danziger, which also .

+

. \f ”’dealt with childnen,s use of kinship terminology? One observation that .

S “q

ff;; _'i_ can be made'is ;hat, while very young ch11dren (4 year olds) where shown

;capable of using kin terms successfully as part~of a system of honorifics,

ro e . .

. . > ) ~

’ ;,'1childrenhsomewhat olderahad d1ff1cult1es when asked to use the same (or

e el

T equivalent) terms to express genealogica‘lationships. : ~This is

- - L L . 1 -, - v . 4
. N e x ) .. . -
@ . T ) A o ’ ’ . * '
T . o . T .
.
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9 / : | (-' i ii'. ' i = . o ,,""'J v',, /, ::- : .M.’ - 23. .\"l"
N = x-,.problematical only‘if it is assumed that thedtask at handsds tf ﬁearn ~* l:i.{
f, '";'how to mse’klf'terms‘appropriately{;ifrespectldgsz Wheremthey appear. ' , ;f,
? ﬁ - At this.p01ht howevery it should be apparent that thereparei A
' :lactually(two very diffe{ent domains of competence involved here both » F’.
~ -

VAL of which happen to inform the use»of kin terms The apparent d1screpancy

“is Qse ta the fact that mastery of an honor1f1cs system.requires a.

f » o\, v *- \
d1fferent set of cognitivevskills than does mastery of a system of genea-
o . @, N * S
- logical- red&oning, even though successful performance 1n,both domains\\\.'
% :

involves the use of kin terms: Specifically, genealogical reckoning

v

AR : ﬁe 't \\jﬁ .
. requires a capacity for relatio logic. ln contrast, competence in a
15 system. of honor1f1cs appears to be £eﬂgted at Beast in part to languaged

L

acquisitlon in that by the time a child is able to engage in meaningful

conversation he ha already acquiﬁ%d a s1gn1f1cant degree of faC1~1£?
in thisrdomain. ¥ " - - ' -
T ‘ ' { S " s

Qf course, thase claims are based on reséarch findings that are
. 4 T ' - S

T

quite tentative"the matenial on honorifics was the result of research ‘<

that was str1ctly exploratory'as, I believe, was the maferial in

.
® - -

< _ Williams article. Consequently, the data may prove to be misleading and ?[b”'

-

. | the cla1ms they suggest may’ be altogether wrong However, it is not the .

findings themselves to wh1ch Ipwish to draw attention ‘My-purpose in ths

~ . A . ~ o ’ o
— s ‘. /

section has simp y heen to demonstrate that 1nterest1ng 1nformation can.

~° A

be obtaiged by an approach to culture acquis1tion that is oriented toward

v “ >

- cognition and that seeks an interpretatiBh of the data that cred1ts the

.grbwing individual with some mot1vated, systematic theory of his
: h envoironment. - S - _
B » . . . ' . ' . ‘ . 0 ' - ' . B .. .

o
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‘,lIII 4Iowards a ngnitive Approach‘to Culture Acquisition L . _:. }'

«
1

Throughout this paper, I have’ tried to point out those, areas of

.

concern neglected by*previous researchvwhich.merit our attention,in.thé

o 2

Ao fhture, Several issues have emﬁrged 'First; if we;are goingfto use : St
@ :

A

awhat we*inow about children's cultural performance (Or output") to make

“a . . . ~

-_claims about their cognitive capacities, it is absolutely crucial that

. ~

.ua",‘ v o lwe.pay'more attention to:input,'i e.,-we ‘must have a much better‘idea of ;
o the nature and extent of informati*available to a. child on any give;
'subject before we can adeouately assess his reasoning about th:t shbject.
" ';'h;JF- /This, of course wifl require long and intense periods of naturallstic
i,f'.i? observation and sleuthing H the necessary information simply cannot be
o btained‘in any other wSy Countless hours of following chlldren around

".and recording what they do and, especially, what attracts their attention, o

_has;convinced me_that th}s kind of da;a is essential to have, if tedious '

: to;collect;" *

"f' o econa; we fiust be more‘alert to the cOntext-sensitiVe nature of

children s behavior-and, accordingly, more. cautiods in our. generalizatlons

o~ ~
~ . about the cognitive processes that prespmably underlle thls behavior.‘-As
. . - -
f.?"' o I have tried to demonstrate in the previbus section many kinds of behavior :

< (such as the use of kin terms) are appropriate in more than one context. -

fHence, adequate performahce in one context does not presume adquate S

.

performance in the others since the underlying‘ rules informing the

«

- behavior in each context may be quite d1ffe?ént. "Context" here fefers

o 4

o both to. temporally bodhded events (such as religious ceremony ‘or village
4 < ]meeting) and to topically bounded domains (such as agricﬁltural decisions

i_or genealogieal reckoning) ' ' o

‘ : . : . SR ' : ’ ; QEL
. . . 1 . . .
. . ° : N N 4 . - .
- R L o ; , ' ,
s
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1.

L upon: mastery of skills B. and C etc )

>

: /
_ children of various ages recognize and wheie do they place themselves

' should not be content to discern and fecord the changing patterns of

R L A .

Third, analysis of cultuy lly approved behaviors amd social skills

\

in térms of the cognitive tasks they require and represent would be

wr .
‘IA__ ..

'_ helpful Such a b?eakdown of cultdral performance intO(its cognitive

‘

prerequisites will hopefully allow us- to see the'relandonships ‘that hold

among seemineg unconnected behaviors (e g., that behavior A is dependent _

PR

Essentially, these issues reflect the problem of descrfptive N

adequacyw we do riot yet have sufficiently rich descriptions of children S .

\l R 4

i
l ro~.

situated use of, Wcognitive capacities to allow a consistent and.

productive system of explanation. Any de§criptive ethnography that claims- S

-

to represent ;ha chidlren s perspectiVe should be able to provide answers

. I J

to questions like ‘the following What is the range of social roles %tat

‘

qQ
among these’ What kinds of differences in social context are rgcognized

by children, and“does the criteria by which they discriminate these

contexts CSuch as, perhaps, p sence or absence of adults“) differ from

those used by adults7 What~do the children.consider to be apprbpriate %l‘

i

I

avior for~the¢e various situations? When do they begin to allow for
. i 6 . :

rences in behavior according to. perceiVed d1fferences in role"

\ > . ] 1

" Implitit iﬁ‘all of these recommendations is a conviction that we -

Y o Y

.

-

| addition be willing to speculate about the patterns of thought of which

°

',these behaviors are.an expression and from which they derive their ‘meaning. .’

. A “.:., t'
This need not be a dangerous enterprise. As long as we speculate in. the

ot . .

'7;behavior that accompahy an individual”s growth and development. _We»must, in

"form of testable hypotheses, i.e.,” hypotheses with empirical implications, -
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o “our understanding of ‘the . process of: culture acquisition will progress,,,'
o oy L J
.. .. - As I have argued in the preceding pages 4I‘B§iiéve the most productivel

Lo .. 4*- [ (}» -
. _— : : 5,
' ' hypotheses will be those that emphasiZe the content and nature of p
e ﬁ.cbildren S, emerging sense of social structure £from the perSpective of
e _‘a broader theory of cognitive development. o S
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